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This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of
claims 9 through 16, 24 and 25, all of the clains pending in

t he application.

The invention is directed to the processing of
instructions for parallel execution. Mre particularly,
compoundi ng tags are stored, along with the sequence of
Instructions, in a cache.

Representati ve i ndependent claim9 is reproduced as
fol | ows:
9. In a digital conputer systemincluding neans for
executing two or nore instructions and a main nmenory and cache
for storing instructions, a nethod for processing instructions
for parallel execution, the nethod conprising the steps of:

storing a plurality of instructions in the nmain nenory;
obtaining two or nore instructions fromthe main nenory for
execution;

in response to the two or nore instructions, generating
conmpoundi ng i nformation signifying parallel execution of at

| east two instructions; and

storing the at least two instructions and the conpoundi ng
information in the cache.

The exam ner relies on the follow ng references:

Ponerene et al. [Ponerene] 4,437, 149 Mar. 13, 1984
Jardine et al. [Jardine] 5,075, 844 Dec. 24,
1991
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(filed May 24,
1989)

Clainms 9 through 16, 24 and 25 stand rejected under 35
U.S.C. 103 as unpatentable over Jardine in view of Ponerene.

Reference is made to the brief and answer for the
respective positions of appellants and the exam ner.

OPI NI ON
W reverse.

The exam ner applies Jardine to the instant cl ains,
asserting that Jardine discloses everything but the details
about storing the sequence of instructions and the conpoundi ng
information in the cache nenory. The exam ner then relies on
Ponerene for an instruction conpoundi ng unit | ocated between
the main nenory and the cache, concluding that it would have
been obvi ous, within the neaning of 35 U.S.C. 103, to conbine
the teachings as it would have

al l owed the Jardine’s teachings to pre-conpound

(i.e. pre-decode) the instructions while

transferring instructions fromthe main nenory (i.e.

sl ower nmenory) to the cache nenory (i.e. faster

nmenory), and store the pre-conpounded instructions

and the conpoundi ng information in the cache nenory
[ answer - pages 5-6].
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We agree with appellants that the exam ner’s reasoning is
faulty for various reasons. VWhile Jardine is clearly relevant
to the clainmed subject matter in permtting certain
instructions to be executed in parallel, as can be seen in
Jardine’s Figures 1 and 7, the fetch unit 10 causes
instructions to be stored in the instruction cache 12 and then
processing is perforned which will result in generating
conmpoundi ng information signifying parallel execution of at
| east two instructions. |In the instant clained invention, the
generation of conpounding information is done prior to storage
of instructions and conpounding information in the cache. In
Jardi ne, any conpounding information is generated downstream
fromthe cache storage.

Further, as argued by appellants, the instant clained
subject matter requires that conmpounding tag information is
stored in the cache along with the instructions. Wile the
instant clainms do not recite a "tag," explicitly, it is clear
that this is what is being referred to by the "conpoundi ng
informati on"” [reference is made to the first paragraph of page
5 of the instant specification for a definition of
"conpoundi ng" whi ch involves the taggi ng process] in the

4
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clainms. Independent clains 9 and 24 nmake it clear that this
conpounding information is stored in the cache along with the
i nstructions.

Thus, Jardine, alone, is clearly insufficient to cause
the instant clainms to be unpatentable under 35 U. S. C. 103.
VWiile the rejection is based on a conbi nation of references,
we do not find Ponerene to renedy the deficiencies of Jardine,
as noted supra.

The basic error in the application of Ponmerene to the
instant clains, as pointed out by appellants, is that Pomerene
is not directed to the execution of two or nore instructions
or to a nethod for processing instructions for paralle
execution. Rather, Ponmerene is concerned with the partia
decoding of instructions stored in a cache fromthe nain
menory so that if and when said instruction(s) is/are called
fromthe cache by the processor, tine is saved by the
processor not having to decode the instructions from scratch,
since the instructions are already partially decoded prior to
storage in the cache.

The exam ner has equated this "partial -decodi ng" of
i nstructions by Ponerene to the clainmed "conmpoundi ng

5
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information.” Clearly, these operations are not the sane nor
are they equivalent or even related. This is especially
apparent in view of appellants' definition of "conpoundi ng"

i nformati on appearing at page 5 of the instant specification.
No special information, or tag, is assigned, along with the
Instructions stored in Ponerene’s cache in order to determ ne
if two or nore instructions nmay be executed in parallel.

Thus, we do not find the teachings of Ponerene to be
conbi nable with those of Jardine in any nmanner which woul d
arrive at the instant clainmed subject matter.

The exam ner’s decision rejecting clains 9 through 16, 24
and 25 under 35 U S.C. 103 is reversed.

No period for taking any subsequent action in connection
with this appeal nay be extended under 37 CFR § 1.136(a).

REVERSED

ERROL A. KRASS )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )

)

)

)

) BOARD OF PATENT
M CHAEL R FLEM NG ) APPEALS
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) | NTERFERENCES
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ERI C FRAHM
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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